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ACTIONS

ACTION 1: The Executive Committee approved the report on "New Approaches to Stakeholder
Involvement", subject to final edits and gpprovd by the vettors, Drs. Utell and Greer.

ACTION 2: The EC approved the report on Scientific and Technological Achievement Awards
(STAA).

ACTION 3: The Executive Committee agpproved tranamitta of aletter from Dr. Glaze to the Governor
briefly describing its reaction to the GAO report. (Attachment R).

INSTRUCTIONS

INSTRUCTION 1: The Chair ingtructed the Staff to set up a conference cdll in order to act on the
RSAC's "Peer Review Program: Implementation at the Environmentd
Protection Agency's-- An SAB Review".

INSTRUCTION 2: The Chair asked Dr. Inyang to meet with Drs. Kaspserson and ?7? and himself to
flesh out the proposed EEC sdf-initiated project (#02-15) on energy and
climate.

INSTRUCTION 3: The Chair will gppoint agroup to develop a proposd for how the SAB
should/could address biotechnology.

INSTRUCTION 4: The Chair appointed Drs. Hopke, Lippmann, Morgan, and Schnoor to develop a
more targeted description of a project that the SAB might undertake in the area
of Cumuldive Risk.

INSTRUCTION 5: The Chair was asked to met regularly with the Agency leadership to impress upon
them the importance of the SAB having the chance to "look at the right
projects.”

INSTRUCTION 6: The Chair ingtructed the Staff to generate another draft proposa for SAB
projects for FY 02, building on the Strawman proposal distributed today and
the accompanying conversation.  They should consider balance and resource
dlocation

INSTRUCTION 7: The Chair will discuss the proposed set of projects with the Deputy
Adminigrator.




INSTRUCTION 8: The Chair ingtructed SAB Staff to obtain alist of the recent activities of the SAP
and acadendar of their future planned activities.

INSTRUCTION 9:

1. The Chair should appoint a Policies and Procedures Subcommittee of the Executive
Committee to look into that matter of appropriate/ingppropriate interaction
among Pandligts, the Agency, and the public.

2. This Subcommittee should consist of roughly three EC members and one Designated
Federd Officid (DFO). Other Staff and Members can/should be involved as
sources of information/idess.

3. The Subcommittee’s Charge should include responding adequatdly to the GAO
report. (See below for further details.)

INSTRUCTION 10: The Chair asked the Socid Science Workgroup to put their discussion in the
form of a succinct report.

INSTRUCTION 11: The EC encouraged the staff to continue the SAB Lecture Series. "Science &
the Human sde of Environmentd Protection”

INSTRUCTION 12: The EC ingructed the Staff to work out the mechanics of gathering, recording,
and posting information about NARROWCAST candidates (item 2.5),
as soon as possible.

INSTRUCTION 13: The Chair asked the EC Membersto email to Dr. Barnes (with a copy to Dr.
Glaze) any further comments and suggestions that they might have.

INSTRUCTION 14: The Staff should prepare asummary of the discussion of the GAO for
digtribution to the EC as soon as possible. A commitment was made to
send them out by Thursday morning, July 18.

CONSENSUSES
CONSENSUS 1: The EC should look into the matter, develop a course of action, and, as needed,
have the OIG comment on the SAB plans.
CONSENSUS 2:The EC should
a Send an immediate letter to the Administrator, making the following points:
1) We take the GAO report serioudy.
2) We affirm that the Board' s advice has been good and balanced.
3) We are taking action to improve the processin line with the
recommendations in the GAO report.
4) We are concerned about the possible impact that this could have on
SAB productivity.
b. Inditute immediate, interim procedures, dong the lines outlined by the Staff.
c. Egtablish a Policy and Procedures Subcommittee that will andyze these
mattersin greater detail and monitor steps taken to address them.




ANNOUNCMENTS
ANNOUNCEMENT 1: The Chair announced that he will develop a strawman Charge for the Policy
and Procedures Subcommiittee, that will be composed of three EC
members and a DFO. EC memberswill be asked to respond to the
srawman and volunteer to serve on the subcommiittee, if they are so
moved.
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|. Attendees
MEMBERS
Dr. William Glaze, Chair
Dr. Henry Anderson
Dr. Linda Greer
Dr. Philip Hopke
Dr. Hilary Inyang (by phone from Brazl during much of the meeting)
Dr. Janet Johnson

Dr. Roger Kasperson
Dr. Morton Lippmann
Dr. M. Granger Morgan
Dr. William Smith

Dr. Rhodes Trusl|

Dr. Mark Utdll

Dr. Terry Young

LIAISON PARTICIPANTS
Dr,. Thomas Thies, EEC
Dr. Gerad Schnoor, Chair, Board of Scientific Counselors (BOSC)

DFO
Dr. Dondd Barnes, Designated Federd Officer

Others present at the meseting are listed on the Sgn-in sheets (Attachment A).

(7/18 only)

Members of the SAB Staff joining by phone for portions of the meeting included the following:

Dr. Jack Kooyoomjian
Ms. Kathleen White

I. Agenda (Attachment B)

The meeting basicdly followed the agenda. The minutes are presented in amore logica way,

rather than a more chronologica way.



During the afternoon of the second day, the EC Members spent an hour waking throughout the
building to observe the posters prepared by Agency scientists and to discuss their the work with them.

[11. Introduction

A. Welcome
Dr. William Glaze, Chair of the SAB Executive Committee (EC), introduced Dr. Tim

Oppelt, Director of the National Risk Management Laboratory (NMRL), and Senior Office of
Research and Development (ORD) Executive in Cincinnati. Dr. Oppelt welcomed everyone to the
Andrew Breidenbach Laboratory and reviewed the history of the EPA research presence in Cincinnati,
its changing role, and its trandtion from a primarily engineering focus to one that now includes dements
of hedth, biologicd, physica, ecologica, and socid sciences, aswedl as engineering. He distributed a
packet of materid and contained additiond information (Attachment C).

B. Dr. Glaze's Introduction
Dr. Glaze expressed his appreciation to Dr. Oppelt and dl of the EPA Staff who were
making the EC's visit so informative and enjoyable.

Dr. Glaze recognized members of the EC whose terms on the EC were expiring and, according
to EC rotationd policy, would be rotating off of the Committee. He presented plagques of appreciation
to the following:

Dr. Henry Anderson -- out-going Chair of the Integrated Human Exposure Committee
(IHEC)

Dr. Hilary Inyang — out-going Chair of the Environmental Engineering Committee
(EEC), in absentia

Dr. Granger Morgan -- out-going EC member at-large

Dr. Robert Stavins — outgoing Chair of the Environmenta Economics Advisory
Committee (EEAC), in absentia

He ds0 noted the fact this would be Dr. Lippmann's last EC meeting, marking the end of an
unprecedented era of continuous service on the EC Committee, dating back the better part of two
decades. Dr. Barnesrose to display the photo of Dr. Lippmann that will be hung in the SAB
Conference Room in the Arid Rios building in Washington to commemorating Dr. Lippmann's service
as Interim Chair of the EC in 1999-2000.

Dr. Glaze commented on the importance of the SAB and the issues that it addresses; e.g.,
dioxin and arsenic, in the course of its 59 meetings (including 30 conference cdls) thisyear. The SAB
is"aforce' that needs to be targeted on the most important issues. One of the tasks of this meeting isto
chart a course of prioritiesfor FY02.

At the same time, the report from the Generd Accounting Office (GAO) released on July 16
identifies a number of "limitations’ in certain support functions of the Board that represent opportunities
for further improvementsin SAB operations. This attention gives the SAB the chance and chdlenge to
both indtitute positive changes, correct misconceptions, and "tell its story” in such away that the SAB
will be both improved and appreciated for the benefits it brings to the Agency and the country.



The Chair previewed the agenda, highlighting the poster session that will occur in the afternoon.
asaway for the EC members to better understand and appreciate the work of EPA scientists
Dr. Glaze summarized his recent meeting with Ms. Linda Fisher, Deputy EPA Adminigtrator
(Attachment D). He characterized it as open, friendly, and postive. Among the points made at the
meeting were the following:
1. Dr. Glaze pointed out that he SAB has smilarities and difference with the Nationa
Research Council. Among the differencesisthe fact that the SAB generdly has
greater continuity on an issue through its structure than does the NRC.
2. Ms. Fisher encouraged the SAB to identify areas/issues of science that should have
greater attention within the Agency. She pointed out that the "width of the
SAB'sdice' on anissueis gppropriate greater than the Agency' dice of same
issue, the latter often being condtrained by factors (e.g., legd) thet artificialy
limit the Agency'sview. This broader view should be encouraged as a means
of thinking creetively about problems/opportunities.
3. Ms. Fisher looks forward to meeting with the EC regularly to provide atop
management perspective and to engage in open diaogue with the SAB.
4. The Governor's priorities are not yet set dthough they are shaping up in agenerd
way.
5. They discussed a number of important topic aress; eg., globa change, the
Precautionary Principle, performance-based accountability, and biotechnology.

In the ensuing discussion, the following points were made:

1. The SAB should encourage publication of EPA scientific output in the peer-reviewed
literature,

2. The Adminigrator should meet with the EC at least once ayear.

3. More work is needed in biotechnology, where there are many environmental issues,
such as gene trandfer in thewild. The multi-Agency mandate approach seems
well-designed to have important issues fal through the cracks.

4. The SAB should be pursuing more aggressively its interactions with the Office of
Internationa Affairs (OIA) in the context of internationa issues.

5. To be effective, sdf-initiated projects have to have a client within the Agency.
Otherwise, lots of resources are expended in generating yet-another report that
goes on the shelf.

6. The SAB needs "better press and a higher profile’. 1t gppears that the work of the
Board is unreasonably diminished vis a vis some the efforts of some other
groups.

7. Asthe SAB deveopsits agenda, Members should continually ask whether there are
dternaive sructures of the Board that would more effectively and efficiently
accomplish that agenda.

8. Additiond integrating issues that need attention include
a Carbon separation and sequestration



b. Distributed generation

Dr. Glaze concluded his introduction by noting the importance of the SAB's developing an
appropriate agenda of high-impact activities that consder both whet the SAB does and how it doesiit;
eg., df-initiated activities.

He concluded by referring to the minutes of the last meeting (Attachment E )

C. Dr. Barness Update
In his summary of recent activities at the Agency, Dr. Barnes touched on a number of topics.

1. Agency personnel changes (Attachment F)

2. Adminigrator priorities (Attachment G)

3. A report on a briefing for Congressond staff on the SAB's dioxin review
(Attachment H)

4. Dr. Bernard Weiss, a participant in the Integrated Risk Project (IRP), has published
apaper (NeuroToxciology 46 (2001) 1-15) (Attachment I) that captures the
essence of the work done by the IRP Health Effects Subcommittee. The paper
completes the planned disposition of the work of the Subcommittee.

5. Emoluments Clause (Attachment J)

Theissue of SAB Members and the Emoluments Clause of the US Condtitution
came up a the EC Retreat in April. Since then, SAB Staff have raised the issue with the Genera
Services Adminigtration (who determined that thisis not an issue of sufficient concern to other Federa
agencies that they will be pursueit) and within Agency (a recommendation for Congressond action has
been developed and is being pursued.)

V. Reports from Committees

The EC was referred to the Committee Activity Summaries document (Attachment K) for
overviews of what the Committees had been doing and planned to do.

A. Council on Clean Air Act Compliance Anayss (Council)

In the absence of Dr. Trudy Cameron (Council Chair), Dr. Angela Nugent (Council DFO)
updated the EC on the recent activities of the group. She noted that the Section 812 Study was being
used widdly and cited as a path-breaking piece of work. A point of current discussion is
whether/how/when to include a series of energy scenarios to extend the andysis in policy-important
ways..

B. Clean Air Act Scientific Advisory Committee (CASAC)
Dr. Phil Hopke (CASAC Chair)updated the EC on the recent activities of the Committee.
Dr. Inyang asked about aspects of the particulate matter (PM) activities. Dr. Hopke broached the
possihility of EEC liaison participation in these CASAC efforts.




C. Drinking Water Committee (DWC)
Dr. Rhodes Trussdll (DWC Chair) updated the EC on the recent activities of the Committee.

D. Ecological Processes and Effects Committee (EPEC)
Dr. Terry Young (EPEC Chair) updated the EC on the recent activities of the Committee.
She highlighted the recent review of the Agency STAR Watersheds program that involved the EPEC
membersin a 3-day meeting with STAR grant researchers.

E. Environmental Economics Advisory Committee (EEAC)
In the absence of Dr. Robert Stavins (EEAC Chair) and Mr. Tom Miller (EEAC DFO) who
was in Washington preparing for an arsenic benefits meeting, the written report stood in their steed.

F. Environmental Engineering Committee (EEC)
Dr. Hilary Inyang (EEC Chair) updated the EC on the recent activities of the Committee. He
highlighted the EEC plans to gpply the Risk Reduction Options approach to the case of contaminated
sediments.

G. Environmental Hedth Commiittee (EHC)
Dr. Mark Utell (EHC Chair) updated the EC on the recent activities of the Committee.

H. Integrated Human Exposure Committee (IHEC)
Dr. Henry Anderson (IHEC Chair) updated the EC on the recent activities of the
Committee.

|. Radiation Advisory Committee (RAC)
Dr. Janet Johnson (RAC Chair) updated the EC on the recent activities of the Committee.

J. Research Strategies Advisory Committee (RSAC)
In the absence of the RSAC Chair, Dr. Raymond Loehr, Dr. William Smith, a member of
RSAC, updated the EC on the recent activities of the Committee.

1. Consderation of "Implementation of the Environmenta Protection Agency's Peer
Review Program: An SAB Review"

This report was digtributed at the meeting, providing insufficient time for careful
consderaion. Some members recommended narrowing the title of the report, since it addresses only
three case sudies, not the entire program

INSTRUCTION 1: The Chair ingtructed the Staff to set up a conference cal in order to act
onthe RSAC's "Peer Review Program: Implementation at the
Environmenta Protection Agency's-- An SAB Review"




K. Specid Subcommittees

1. Arsenic Rule Benefits Review Pand
Mr. Tom Miller, ARBRP DFO, described the upcoming meeting July 19-20 and
how it related to the review of the hedlth effects of arsenic (being conducted by he Nationd Research
Council) and the review of the costs of arsenic contral in drinking what (being conducted by the
Nationa Drinking Water Advisory Committee). The EC will have to meet on the Pand's report in
August in order to meet Gov. Whitman's request for afind SAB report by the end of August.

2. New Approaches to Stakeholder Involvement
Dr. Morgan introduced the report which stems from a series of EC workshops

conducted over the past two years.

Lead Discussant, Dr. Utell, endorsed the report and presented his comments (Attachment L).

Associate Discussant, Dr. Greer, also endorsed the report in the course of presenting her
comments. She raised some concerns about recommendations #7: the use of jury-like panels. After
further discussion, she agreed that her concern could be fixed by a clarification of the language. 1t was
agreed that the Executive Summary should contain a summary table of recommendations.

ACTION 1: The Executive Committee gpproved the report on "New Approachesto
Stakeholder Involvement”, subject to fina edits and approvd by the vettors,
Drs. Utdl and Gresr.

3. Scientific and Technologica Achievement Awards (STAA) Subcommittee

In the absence of Subcommittee Chair, Dr. C. Herb Ward, Dr. Smith, STAA
member, introduced the report. Because of privacy issues, the version of their report seen by he EC
did not contain the names of the recommended awardees.

Among the comments made during the discusson were the following:
a The Agency was missing an opportunity to publicizeits "good science and good scientists’
b. The EC should follow through on its recommendation from last year that the top STAA
winners beinvited to give their papersto the SAB EC and that the second level winners
be invited to make poster presentations at an EC mesting.
c. Alternative mechanismsfor STAA review
1) Can any STAA-type committee have sufficient expertise to judge appropriately?
2) BOSC members could be valuable participantsin further STAA reviews.
3) Condder having SAB committee review papers within their area of expertise. The
committee Members will get a better sense of science a the Agency.
4) Condder sending the papers out independent peer reviewers.



ACTION 2: The EC approved the report on Scientific and Technologica Achievement
Awards (STAA).

V. SAB Projects and Planning for FY 02

A. Cumulative Risk Conaultation
Dr. Steve Knott of the Risk Assessment Forum (RAF), together with members of the

Technica Pand, joined Dr. Mike Cdlahan in Region 6 on the phone to discuss the Agency's
Cumulative Risk Framework document with the EC. He introduced the framework as an organizing
principle for later development into guiddines and for helping to define research directions. He noted
that the Framework had been reviewed by the RAF in January, by representatives of other Federd
agenciesin May, and by some dtate officidslater in May. A public peer involvement workshop is
dated for August 20.

Among the points made by EC members in the ensuing discussion were the following:

1. Thediscussion in the paper israther abstract. 1t would help to cite assessments that
illugtrate some, if not al, of the points. The document should be concrete
enough to convey what is meant, but flexible enough that it will not congtrain
further progress.

2. It is il not clear how Framework would suggest that the Agency integrate what may
be incommernsurables; e.g., cancer and non-cancer effects, hedth effects and
ecologicd effects, extrapolated (theoretical) risks based on anima studies and
actua risks based on human epidemiology, and risks based upon basicaly
incomparable data sets, e.g., "gpples and oranges data'.

3. Without grester specificity, the value of the paper is not clear.

4. It isnot clear whether ecological risks are meant to be included or not. There are
examples where the Agency has attempted to integrate these risks with the
hedlth risks; cf., watershed risk assessments.

5. With dl that is going on in "making cumulative risk red™; cf, the Agency's response to
the Food Quadlity Protection Act and the National Air Toxics Assessment
(NATA) program, the value-added of this generalized paper on cumulative risk
iSsuesis not clear.

6. Dr. Cdlahan mentioned that the Agency is grapple with some thought issuesin the
context of cumulative risk; eg.,

a) What should the Agency do?

b) When should they do it?

¢) What will -- and will not -- such an analysistell you.

d) Should we include items as far-flung as "risk to property values'?

7. The document appropriately identifies "vulnerability assessment” as an important
issue, but the paper is lacking many of the important referencein thisarea,
including arecently held conference in Sweden. (Dr. Kasperson will forward
some of the important papersin this aress.)



8. An dternative drategy to integrating dl risks, asthe current draft seemsto imply,
would be to identify to few most important risks (i.e., "the drivers") and ded
with them.

9. When considering what risks to include, avoid smply picking the ones for which you
have data; cf., the "looking under the lamppost™ gpproach.

10. The gpproach suggests an inductive method; combine al of the risks you can find.
Another dternative would be an deductive gpproach in which the population in
question would be examined to determine its most important risks and than
tracking back to determine what environmental components play the biggest
role in manifesting those risks.

11. It isnot clear how the different model s should fit together; cf., used of proprietary
models, such as CALENDEX and LIFELINE.

12. An overdl comment was the Agency is, in fact, doing cumulative risk; cf.,
implementation of FQPA. The document should at least acknowledge these
efforts and make some comment about the rel ative strengthens and weaknesses
of these gpproaches. In light of the evolving practice, it is not clear what
function is served by a conceptua document such as the Framework.

13. What isthe SAB rolein thisimportant effort? Perhgps the Board should be taking
amore hands-on advisory role, amilar to the rolls of the Council and the
Section 812 study.

14. Thisissue will be consdered in the context of the FY 02 project requests. There
was some EC enthusiasm to get involved with the larger issue, but not the
Framework as currently presented.

B. Review Submissons and Make Plans
Dr. Fowle digtributed a package of materias (Attachment M) containing the following:

1. Dr. Glaze s guidance

2. SAB criteriafor selecting projects

3. Andyses of the project submissons

4.Summary table of FY 02 project requests

5. A spreadsheet of dl of the requests (both those from the Agency and sdf-initiated),
received to date, for SAB projectsfor FY 02.

6. To the degree that they are available, brief "project sheet descriptions of these
requests.

Among the points made during the discussion were the following:

1. Projects with an Internationa aspect:
a. It appearsthat conflict can occur between EPA and the State Department
when an internationd environmentd issue arises. Perhaps the SAB can
help in these cases.



b. Some members understand that the State Department has leadership in the
mechanics of internationd interactions; the EPA could have leadership
on the substance of those interactions.

c. There are rdatively few projects with explicit internationa components. This
dtudion isin contrast to Sweden, for example, where 50% of their
environmental issues are addressed in an international context.

d. Ms. Fisher seemed to be aware of the need for international considerations.
Dr. Glaze can pursue this matter with her.

2. Particulate Matter (PM)

a. It would be helpful to catalogue al of the PM projects and show how they
are interrelated to one another.

b. As noted above, EEC has an interest in PM issues. Someone like Barry
Délinger would be agood liaison from EEC to CASAC.

3. Ecological issues

a To date, the Agency has not requested any specific project on ecology.

b. There are at least three important "carryover” projects that should be
included in the list of SAB activities for FY02:

1) Clean Sediments (i.e., turbidity): Project #01-11

2) Landscape Status & Change: Project #7?

3) Ecologica Report Card: Completing the self-initiate report
4. Resdud Risk

a Resdud Risk of Emissions from Secondary Lead Smdterswill be coming
back to the SAB for afina review of the entire assessment including
ecologicad components. This review isimportant Snceit isthe
bellwether of the rest of the 100+ Residua Risk anayses that will be
conducted..

b. Thisreview islinked to other projects; eg,

1) The Air Toxics Research Strategy: #02-33
2) Sdf-initiated project on risk assessment: #02-45
5. PM Research Centers

It is possible that the SAB will be asked to review the PM Centers program.
SAB review should make sense for avariety of reasons, anong them
are thefollowing:

1) These centers ded with an issue that has received alot of SAB
atention.

2) These centers account for about 20% of the entire STAR program
budget.

3) The PM issueisaprincipa driver in the Section 812 study.

4) A review of the centers would provide information about the impact
of science on decison-making in acritical area.

5) Such areview could be conducted jointly with BOSC.



6) Such areview could be coupled with areview of the Multi-year Plan
for PM: #02-39.
6. Further development
a Energy/dimate
1) Consder doing #15 (EEC-sdf) and #45 (Multi-year plan)
2) The EEC should provide some more detail about the four topics
listed on the project sheet for #15.

INSTRUCTION 2: The Chair asked Dr. Inyang to meet with Drs.
Kaspserson and ?? and himsdlf to flesh out the
proposed EEC sdlf-initiated project (#02-15)
on energy and climate,

3) There may be others that should be coming

b. Radiation Risk
Dr. Johnson will discuss with Staff the prospect of broadening #02-35
to include risks other than radiation.
C. Particulate matter
Dr. Hopke recommended consideration of conducting the CASAC
review of particulate monitoring (#02-7) and the EEC sdlf-
initiated project on Sources and Characterization of Fine
Particular Air Pollution (#02-30) as an EC subcommittee.
d. Biotechnology

1) SAB was briefed on this matter two years ago, but there has been

no fallowup

2) It appeared then that there was the potential for thingsto fal through

the cracks of the multi-Agency plan.

3) There are many dementsto the topic; eg.,

a) Gendicdly modified organisms (GMOs)
b) "Gene jumping” in the environment
¢) Remedid use of engineering organisms.
d) Monitoring
€) Toxicogenomics
f) Risk assessment techniques
4) Perhapsthistopic isbest suited to be a subject for
a) A Consultation
b) A"scoping study”
i. This study would result in a prospectus for amgor
study.
il. Thisactivity should teke at least two meetings and
involve awide range of interested and affected

parties.

10



¢) A workshop

5) Strategicdly, the SAB might do best by first addressing only one
facet of the problem; e.g., bioremediation, and letting our
activity grow out from there.

6) The Board is not well-congtituted with the most appropriate experts
right now to ded with theissue.

INSTRUCTION 3: The Chair will gppoint a group to develop
aproposal for how the SAB
should/could address biotechnology.

e Cumulative Risk

1) The project on Cumulative Risk (#02-21) and Air Toxics Research
Strategy (#02-33) actualy merge into the sdf-initiated project
on Research Needs for RA (#02-45).

2) As defined, the Cum Risk project could be very broad, including
factors such as environmentd justice.

3) Thisisan important issue. The 1980s RA/RM paradigm islosing its
credibility in the face of more complex questions and needs to
be replaced.

4) Perhaps we're talking about having the NRC develop a new
paradigm. What isthe appropriate role for the SAB?

5) It may make sense to ded with the issue incrementdly, starting from
the Cdlahan proposal.

INSTRUCTION 4: The Chair appointed Drs. Hopke, Lippmann, Morgan, and Schnoor to
develop a more targeted description of a project that the SAB
might undertake in the area of Cumulative Risk.

7. "Are we getting the right projects?”

a Some members expressed concern that the SAB was not getting the number
and variety of project requests that we have received in the past. In
some aress (e.g., ecology and nutrient impacts), there have been no
requests at al.

b. There is some concern -- and anecdotal evidence -- that some programs
may be "forum shopping”.

c. The practice of Chairs meeting with AAs has been gpplied unevenly, with
uneven results. These contacts need to be supplemented by contacts
between the SAB Chair and the top leaders of the Agency.

11



INSTRUCTION 5: The Chair was asked to met regularly with the Agency
leadership to impress upon them the importance of the
SAB having the chance to "look at the right projects.”

INSTRUCTION 6: The Chair ingtructed the Staff to generate another draft
proposa for SAB projects for FY 02, building on the
Strawman proposa distributed today and the
accompanying conversation.  They should consider
balance and resource allocation

INSTRUCTION 7: The Chair will discuss the proposed et of projects with the
Deputy Adminigrator.

V1. Reports on FACA Activities

A. Board of Scientific Counselors (BOSC)
Dr. Jerry Schnoor, BOSC Chair, summarized recent BOSC activities. he looks forward to
cooperdive interactions and joint activities with the SAB.

B. Children's Hedlth Protection Advisory Committee (CHPAC)
Dr. Joel Bender was unable to attend the meeting.

C. Sdentific Advisory Pand (SAP)
Mr. Larry Dorsey was unable to join the meeting by phone.

INSTRUCTION 8: The Chair ingtructed SAB Staff to obtain alist of the recent activities of
the SAP and a calendar of thar future planned activities.

VIIl. Board Business and Concerns

A. Discussion of COl and Panel Operations
Dr. Barnes summarized some of the interactions between the Office of the Science Advisory
Board (OSAB) and the Office of the Inspector Generd (OIG) (Attachment N). Two of the activities -
- 8) cooperative project with RSAC and b) checking the completeness of the OSAB plans for
responding to the recommendations in the report from the General Accounting Office (GAO) —were
received asinformation at this point. Thethird activity — studying problems associated with post-
meseting interactions involving SAB pandigts, the Agency and the public — was the focus of this
discussion.
Among the points made during the discussion were the following:
1. Thismatter is more appropriately addressed by the EC, per se, rather than the OIG
who, product would be a report that the EC would have ded with in any event.

12



The EC would be faced with having to react to a set of OIG recommendations
which might be difficult to avoid, even if they were not redlly on-target. If the
OIGisinvolved at dl, it would be to review what the EC does.

CONSENSUS 1: The EC should look into the matter, develop a course of action, and,
as needed, have the OIG comment on the SAB plans.

2. The SAB should look at the National Research Council (NRC) process/culture and
determine what portions of that system the Board wants to adopt; i.e.,
“benchmark” againgt the NRC.

3. In addressing the issue, the EC should collect and analyze a series of case sudies.
This andysswould provide fodder for the development of guidance/policy that
would gpply to future SAB activities. The activity would be an exercisein
policy/guidance development, not an investigation, per se.

4. The following “cases’ would provide input to the Subcommittee:

a Behavior of pandigsin the Dioxin Reassessment Review Subcommittee
(DRRS).

b. Behavior of Agency personnel in the EPEC review of the STAR Watersheds
program.

c. Behavior of the public in contacting panelists before and after the meeting.

INSTRUCTION 9:

1. The Chair should appoint a Policies and Procedures Subcommittee of the
Executive Committee to look into that matter of
appropriate/ingppropriate interaction among Pandigts, the Agency, and
the public.

2. This Subcommittee should conss of roughly three EC members and one
Designated Federd Officia (DFO). Other Staff and Members
can/should be involved as sources of information/idess.

3. The Subcommittee’ s Charge should include responding adequately to the
GAO report. (See below for further details.)

5. New members need to receive clear orientation and instructions, e.g.,
a Therole of pandigsvisavisthe Char and the DFO in the report
preparation process.
b. The manner and record of handling inputs for and comments on draft
reports.
c. The appeal procedure, in case a pandist fedls that he/she has not had an
adequate hearing.
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B. Report on Workshop on "Understanding Public Vaues and Attitudes Related to Ecological
Risk Management"

Dr. Baruch Fischhoff was unableto join the call. Ingtead, Dr. Milton Russell, co-Chair of
the Workshop Planning Committee, discussed the workshop He noted that the concept of the
Workshop stemmed from the Vaues Subcommittee of the Integrated Risk Project (IRP) which made
two findings and one recommendation:

Finding 1. Ecologica gods are based on public vaues
Finding 2: Achieving those gods involves trade-offs.
Recommendation: That EPA recognize the redlity of these Findings and support
research on various val uation methods.
Dr. Cathy Kling aso joined the cal who participated in the Workshop as aliaison participant from the
Environmenta Economics Advisory Committee.

Asapart of this effort, SAB and the Agency worked together to plan and support a Workshop
on research proposals for determining how public vaues were formed and reflected in a particular case:
the restoration of the Tampa Bay Estuary. Four individuals were commissioned to develop proposals
from their disciplinary perspectives on how they would approach this problems:

1. Dr. Terry Danid, Dept of Psychology, University of Arizona
2. Dr. Robin Gregory, Decision Research, North Vancouver, BC
3. Dr. Willet Kempton, College of Marine Studies, University of Delaware
4. Dr. James Opaluch, Dept of Environmental and Natural Resource Economics,
University of Rhode Idand
Over 100 people from across the country attended the meeting, including invitees from Tampa Bay and
the State of Forida

Dr. Fischhoff submitted a"sense of the Meeting Summary” (Attachment O). Among the key
messages were the following:

1. The approaches from the four disciplines overlapped; i.e., there was no greeat divide.

2. ltiscritica to avoid biased estimatesin such exercises.

3. Formd processes can yidd useful vaduation ingghts.

4. These approaches are more productive, feasible, and useful in loca/regiond
controversa issues.

In generd, the Workshop was a quite positive effort and included the following insghts:

1. Presenters, pandists, and the audience were well-engaged.

2. By nearly any measure, it was a successful effort.

3. Some of the research plans may be pursued.

4. Socid sciences can play an important role in understanding the issues are dynamic,
providing good insgghts and correcting some incorrect "conventiond wisdom”.

5. Vauation reflects a fundamentd belief syssem and demands trade-offs.

6. There needs to be followup to capitdize on the inter-Agency interest and excitement
generated by the Workshop.
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A report ssemming from the Workshop will gppear soon on the Web. In addition, there are
discussions about how/whether/where to get the information on the Workshop published; eg., in
Environmental Science & Technology.

C. TheRole of Socid Sciencesin SAB activities
Dr. Kasperson reported on the discussions of the Socias Sciences Workgroup that was
appointed by Dr. Glaze after the last meeting. The group conssted of Dr. Kasperson (Chair); Dr.
Cameron, and Dr. Morgan, with Dr. Nugent supplying support. He discussed five aress:
1. Socid Sciences and the SAB
Dr. Nugent had prepared an analysis of the reports conducted by the SAB over the
past five years (Attachment P), identifying projects that had conscioudy involved socid scientists.

The group consdered two options for expanding the involvement of socid scientistsin SAB
activities: Option A--establishing a Socid Sciences Committee or Option B--involving socid scientists
in the current list of committees. The group favored the latter approach and suggested adding two
(non~economic) socid scientists to any committee that would be willing to expand their view. Dr.
Loehr (RSAC Chair) has dready indicated that he would be willing to add one.

2. Socia Sciences products
These incdluded the following:
a Focused reports, e.g., the EEC report on "Diffusion of New idess’
b. The New Approach to Stakeholders workshops and report
Thereis aneed to followup on these successes.

3. SAB Lecture Series. "Science & the Human side of Environmenta Protection”
There have been nine speakersin the seriesto date. (Again, see Attachment P).
SAB resource commitments to the effort have been modest, particularly in light of the impact of the
series on the rest of the Agency.
The group suggests that the SAB congder expanding this activity from seminarsinto
workshops, with atargeted audience addressing a targeted problem.

4. Develop aligt of socid scientists who might be appropriate for SAB service.
The ligt would identify individuas who are gppropriate for SB Consultantship, based
upon a st of criteria; eg., :
a Accomplishmentsin the field
b. The breadth of socid sciences exhibited
c. The gpplicahility of their skills to the problems facing the Agency and the
SAB.
d. Demongirated effective service in a committee setting.

5. Expliatly highlight socid sciencesin SAB Charge negotigtions

The intent would be to ask for every project "Is there a socid sciences component
here that the SAB could fruitfully address?’
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Dr. Utdl noted that CASAC reviews often ded with dataon biologica responses. Left
unanswered, often times, is "When isabiologica response an adverse effect?’ The answer to this
question has a socid sciences component to it. The key isto identify these issues a the time that the
Charge is being negotiated.

INSTRUCTION 10: The Chair asked the Socia Science Workgroup to put their discussion
in the form of a succinct report.

INSTRUCTION 11: The EC encouraged the staff to continue the SAB Lecture Series.
"Science & the Human side of Environmenta Protection”

D. GAO report and the SAB response

1. Copies of the GAO report were distributed to the EC members (Attachment Q).

2. Don distributed a copy of the statement (“GAO report on the Science Advisory
Board ) that has been posted on the SAB Website and updated the EC on the
steps that had been and were being introduced to address the
recommendations in the GAO report.

3. Among the points made in the ensuing discusson were the following:

a Thereisadigtinction between

1) Conflict-of-interest (COI);

a) Narrowly drawn in alegd sense; i.e, financid holdings of an
individua pandligt that could be affected “in acdlear and
predictable’ manner by the output of the pandl.

b) Widely drawn to include appearances of conflict-of-interest
that might occur in the mind of an interested member of
the public.

2) Bias, i.e, theinherent “point of view” that an individud bringsto an
issue, based upon higher knowledge and experience.

b. COI

1) Lega COl is addressed, government-wide by the Office of
Government Ethics (OGE), through a standard form: OGE-
450, on which the panelist records a* Confidentia Financid
Statement”. The form is somewhat limited in the information
that it gathers.

2) The Counsdlor to the Adminigtrator is working with a group that
includes the SAB Staff Director and appropriate participants
from the Office of the Generd Counsd (OGC) to explore ways
of obtaining additiond information. Thereis a precedence for
such wider information collection, through experience at FDA
and NIH, for example. To obtain permission to obtain
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additiond information will likely take Administrator-level
involvement (“Got it”) and severd months.
3) The OGE-450 asks for current information upon which to make a
COl judgment. In contrast, the NRC is concerned about such
meatters over the past five years.
c. Bias
1) Biasis addressed by
a) “Baance of bias’ (BOB) on the pand
b) Sharing of information among the pandigts
2) The Staff Director, in conjunction with the DFO, roughly assesses
bias, as described in the GAO report.
3) There should be some mechanism indtituted that alowed pandiststo
share what they believed their biases might be.
d. Benchmark with NRC: Obtain questionnaires and forms from NRC.
e. The “disclosure process’
1) Thisisamisnomer; it should be caled *background information”.
2) The current practiceis:
a) Conducted in an uneven manner.
b) Time-consuming
f. There was some discomfort expressed about some of the 6 dements listed
(&f) in the document.
1) Some aspects of putting information on prospective pandigsthe
SAB Website were unclear and/or troublesome.
2) Some folks were uneasy about “ ating why they were quaified to
be on the pand and why they could render ‘unbiased’ advice.”
0. Severd members spoke to the importance of having an immediate response
(viaaletter to the Adminigtrator), followed by alonger-term exercisein
which the EC conscioudy addresses the GAO concerns and
“adaptively manages’ the elements of the process over timein order to
reach an optimd point.
4. The Char summarized the consensus of the group.

CONSENSUS 2:The EC should
a Send an immediate |etter to the Adminigtrator, making the following points:
1) We take the GAO report serioudly.
2) We affirm that the Board' s advice has been good and balanced.
3) We are taking action to improve the processin line with the
recommendations in the GAO report.
4) We are concerned about the possible impact that this could have on
SAB productivity.
b. Inditute immediate, interim procedures, dong the lines outlined by the Staff.
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c. Egtablish a Policy and Procedures Subcommittee that will andyze these
mattersin greater detail and monitor steps taken to address them.

5. ACTION 3: The Executive Committee gpproved transmittal of aletter from Dr.
Glaze to the Governor briefly describing its reaction to the
GAO report. (Attachment R).

6. Don distributed the more detailed “ SAB Response to GAO Report”
7. Continued discussion yieded the following points:

a There are three “information sharing” efforts that are needed and that are not
totaly overlapping:

1) Information for the Staff when making COI determinations; eg.,
sources of funding.

2) Information for fellow pandists so that they understand one another
better.

3) Information that is shared with the public before (e.g., on the Web)
or a the meeting.

b. Benchmark with the NRC forms and procedures.

c. A key gep for item f.1)a) is getting permisson to do it. Therefore, it is
important to press ahead in atimely manner with the c.2)b) above.

d. It isimperativeto find effective and efficdent ways of gathering this
information; eg.,

1) Having ateeconference cal with everyone in the NARROWCAST
s0 that Staff is not burdened with making 20 cdlsto say the
same thing to different people.

2) The magnitude of the support from various sourcesis as important as
the smple existence of support.

3) We may be best served by awritten record of these interactions
with (potentid) pandigs. At the sametime, we need to be
sengtive to possbly competing implications of the Privacy Act
and the Freedom of Information Act.

e. Theinformation that goes on the Web needs to be fair sandard. It can be
generdized from some of the more detailed information obtained via
forms and conversations. One possihility isto gather the information
ordly and summarize it in atable format.

f. We need to decide how far back in time our concerns go; e.g., activities over
the past five years?

INSTRUCTION 12: The EC indructed the Staff to work out the mechanics
of gathering, recording, and posting information about
NARROWCAST candidates (item 2.5), as soon as possible.
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0. Waivers
1) By virtue of SAB membership, each Member is exempted from COI

asit relaesto hisher principd employer.

2) This exemption does not cover SAB Consultants or Members
gtock holdings issued by their principa employer.

3) It is often possble that waivers can be granted if it is objectively
determined that the advice from an individud outweighs a COI
that might exis.

4) Any such waiver provisons should be thoroughly documented and
their existence convey to the public.

5) “Waivers’ should be explicitly included in the 90-Day Schedule.

6) The “walversissue’ should be examined in the longer term by the
P& P Subcommittee.

7) The Chair expressed the view that we should take a conservative
view about when awaiver is needed; i.e, if in doubt, get the
wave.

h. Aswe move into the longer term considerations, we should try to get a better
idea of what the public redly wants to know, rather than smply
developing systems to gather information that we bdieve the public
wants — or should want —to know.

INSTRUCTION 13: The Chair asked the EC Membersto email to Dr.
Barnes (with acopy to Dr. Glaze) any further
comments and suggestions that they might have.

INSTRUCTION 14: The Staff should prepare a summary of the discussion of
the GAO for distribution to the EC as soon as
possble. A commitment was made to send
them out by Thursday morning, July 18.

ANNOUNCEMENT 1: The Char announced that he will develop a
srawman Charge for the Policy and
Procedures Subcommittee, that will be
composed of three EC members and a DFO.
EC members will be asked to respond to the
strawman and volunteer to serve on the
subcommittee, if they are so moved.
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I X. Adjour nment

The meeting was adjourned on Wednesday, July 18 at 12:00 PM.

Respectfully Submitted, Concurred,
Dondd G. Barnes, Ph.D. Dr. William Glaze
Desgnated Federd Officid Chair, EC
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ATTACHMENTS TO THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE OF THE SCIENCE ADVISORY BOARD
July 17 & 18, 2001

Attachment A -- Sign In Sheets

Attachment B -- Agenda

Attachment C -- EPA Cincinnait Lab materids

Attachment D -- Summary of Glaze/Fisher Meeting

Attachment E -- Minutes of May 15, 2001 EC meeting

Attachment F -- Summary of Agency personnel appointments
Attachment G -- Good possihilities for Governor Whitman's priorities
Attachment H -- Summary of meeting with Congressond Staff regarding Dioxin
Attachment I -- Neurotoxicology report - Dr. Bernard Weiss
Attachment J -- Update on Emoluments Clause

Attachment K -- Committee Activity Summaries

Attachment L -- Stakeholder Involvement

Attachment M -- Fowl€' s package of materias on FY 02 projects
Attachment N -- Discussion of COI and Panel Operations

Attachment O -- Dr. Fischhoff’s summary of SAB/EPA Tampa Bay and Public Vaues Workshop

Attachment P -- Dr. Angela Nugent’ s anadlysis of reports over the last 5 years
Attachment Q -- Generd Accoutning Office (GAO) Report on the SAB
Attachment R -- EC letter to Governor Whitman in regards to the GAO report
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